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Abstract 
User-generated content is the backbone of any social networking site (SNS) and an important pillar of 
many business models online. While there is a growing body of research on self-disclosure on SNSs, 
existing insights remain scattered. To fill this gap, we undertake a systematic literature review by 
examining 50 studies to identify the factors behind self-disclosure on SNSs. We find that social exchange 
theory and its extension ‘privacy calculus’ represent a dominant theoretical perspective. Hence, we focus 
on perceived benefits and costs, as well as cost-mitigating factors as main areas of our investigation. Since 
personality traits are commonly controlled for or studied within the context of SNS disclosure, we 
additionally include an exploration of this factor group into our review.  
Keywords 
Self-Disclosure, Social Networking Sites, Literature Review 
Introduction 
Social Networking Sites (SNSs) are successfully encouraging their users to disclose personal information. 
Every minute, numerous SNS users are commenting on pictures, share status updates and photos, and 
express their preferences by liking the content of others (Pew Research 2016). In the offline context, self-
disclosure is typically defined as the divulgence of personal information from one person to at least 
another one (Wheeless and Grotz 1976) and is characterized by its voluntariness and uniqueness (Derlega 
et al. 1993). When disclosing, individuals intentionally reveal information that is not known to a 
designated audience. Disclosing personal information can be intrinsically rewarding (Tamir and Mitchell 
2012). Moreover, perceived extrinsic benefits, such as relationship maintenance may motivate users to 
share (Aharony 2016). In addition, certain personality traits may have a favorable effect on users’ 
intention to self-disclosure (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014). At the same time, self-disclosure decision is 
typically associated with various concerns, particularly privacy risks (e.g., Christofides et al. 2012; Kim et 
al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010).  
Although previous research has explored the determinants of self-disclosure decisions on SNSs, results 
remain confounding and scattered. For instance, while privacy concerns are often viewed as a major 
impediment to self-disclosure (e.g., Stutzman et al. 2011), some studies found no link between user 
privacy concerns and the information disclosed (e.g., Tufekci 2007). Second, a number of antecedents 
have been found to influence user willingness to share personal information on SNSs, ranging from 
personality traits, psychological states to perceived social benefits and privacy risks. The presence of this 
multitude of antecedents provides evidence for the complex nature of self-disclosure and the need for 
further research guidance in this field.  
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Given this background, in this study we conducted a structured literature review to analyze the extant 
research on the determinants of self-disclosure on SNSs. Building on the guidelines of von Brocke et al. 
(2009) and Webster and Watson (2002), we analyzed and synthesized relevant empirical studies in this 
area. In terms of research contribution, our study provides an initial attempt to synthesize existing 
research findings on the determinants of self-disclosure on SNSs. For SNS providers, our study provides a 
holistic view on how to better engage users to share and interact on SNSs.  
Review Method 
We conducted a structured literature review following the guidelines by von Brocke et al. (2009) and 
Webster and Watson (2002). In doing so, we retrieved relevant studies pertaining to the search topic 
which was defined as the “antecedents of self-disclosure on social networking sites”. We performed 
searches within a one week period in February 2017 using the following scientific databases: 
ScienceDirect (420), EBSCOhost (125), ACM Digital Library (579), Wiley Online Library (9), JSTOR (31), 
IEEE  (149) and Google Scholar (293) targeting the keywords: ((“disclosure” OR “self-disclosure” OR 
“disclose” OR “disclosing” OR “information sharing”) AND (“SNS” OR social networking site OR 
“Facebook” OR online social network OR “OSN”)) with a pre-defined ‘published within’ range of 1st 
January 2004-February 2017. After removing duplicates, the keyword search yielded 1445 papers for 
further screening. Next, titles and abstracts were reviewed. At this point, we relied on the following 
inclusion criteria: (1) studies should be published in English, (2) relationships should be empirically 
tested and (3) studies should be focused on self-disclosure as a dependent variable. Finally, full-text of 
remaining studies was reviewed. Articles were excluded according to the following criteria: (a) only 
descriptive data without statistical analysis was provided; (b) focus on a very specific target group (e.g. 
depressive patients); (c) focus on a very specific type of relationships (teacher-student, employer-
employee, doctor-patient); (d) no empirical focus on the antecedents of self-disclosure per se (e.g. 
investigation of cultural differences). As a result, 50 studies met our criteria.  In terms of methodology, 
the overwhelming majority of studies (92%) in our sample have chosen a survey method to answer their 
research question. Other methods used included case study (Kim et al. 2016; Tzortzaki et al. 2016), 
experiments (Bazarova and Choi 2014; Ma et al. 2016) and data mining (Li et al. 2015). 18 studies 
investigated behavioral patterns of SNS users in general without platform specification. In 25 articles 
(50%) the sample consisted only of the members of the world’s largest SNS – Facebook, and 3 papers 
focused on its Chinese counterpart - Renren.  
Results 
Theoretical Foundations 
Based on our review we observed that past research has approached self-disclosure on SNSs using a 
variety of theoretical perspectives (Table 1). The most prevalent among them all is social exchange theory 
(SET), which conceptualizes SNS participation and self-disclosure as an outcome of a cost-benefit analysis 
(Ko and Chen 2009). Adopting this principle to the Information Systems context, privacy calculus theory 
(PC) attributes the ‘costs’ of disclosure mainly to privacy threats (Cheung et al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010, 
2012; McKnight et al. 2011; Ng 2014; Stern and Salb 2015). Further, communication privacy 
management theory (CPM) proposes that users set the limits of what they are ready to reveal (privacy 
boundaries) and coordinate them for different communication parties depending on the perceived 
benefits and costs of information disclosure (e.g., Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015; Li et al. 2015; Zlatolas 
et al. 2015). Focusing more on the positive aspects, social capital theory views self-disclosure on SNSs as 
an instrument to acquire and maintain mutually beneficial connections (Chen and Sharma 2013; Chen et 
al. 2016). Similarly, uses and gratification theory suggests that users share information to fulfil certain 
goals like gaining a specific gratification, such as enjoyment (Chang and Chen 2014; Hollenbaugh and 
Ferris 2014). Several studies build on the theory of reasoned action (TRA), which explains the 
relationship between attitudes and actual disclosure by the outcomes users expect as a result of engaging 
in self-disclosure (Kim et al. 2016). Complementing this framework with subjective norms and perceived 
behavioral control, theory of planned behavior (TPB) improves the predictive power of TRA (Lo and 
Riemenschneider 2010). Dealing with individual outcome expectations, which can be of any valence, TRA 
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and TPB are used in combination with SET/PC to investigate self-disclosure in social networks (e.g., 
Shibchurn and Yan 2015; Stern and Salb 2015).  
Theory SET/PC TRA/TPB CPM UG SCaT Other No theory 
Percentage of 50 
papers (number) 
18% (9 ) 10% (5) 6% (3) 4% (2) 4% (2) 20% (10) 42% (21) 
Note: SET – Social Exchange Theory; PC – Privacy Calculus; TRA – Theory of Reasoned Action; TPB – Theory of 
Planned Behavior; CPM – Communication Privacy Management Theory; UG – Uses and Gratification Theory; 
SCaT – Social Capital Theory. 
Table 1. Theoretical Frameworks Used to Study Self-Disclosure 
Other theoretical lenses used to understand the dynamics of self-disclosure on SNSs in studies we 
reviewed include social cognitive theory (Kim et al. 2015), technology acceptance model (Gupta and 
Dhami 2015), protection motivation theory (Salleh et al. 2013), functional theory of self-disclosure 
(Bazarova and Choi 2014), similarity theory (Hooi and Cho 2013), and attachment theory (Aharony 
2016).  
Measurement of Self-Disclosure 
In most studies, self-disclosure was operationalized using a unidimensional instrument with different 
number of items measured on a Likert scale. One of the most popular scales was developed by Krasnova et 
al. (2010) and further used by Krasnova et al. (2012), Kwak et al. (2014), Chen and Sharma (2013), 
Cheung et al. (2015), and Stern and Salb (2015). Examples of self-developed scales can be found in Wang 
and Stefanone (2013), Cheon et al. (2015) or Tzortzaki et al. (2016). Alternatively, some studies 
conceptualize self-disclosure as a multidimensional construct, and distinguish between frequency, depth 
and amount (Bevan-Dye and Akpojivi 2015); amount and accuracy (Chen et al. 2016); amount, depth and 
breadth (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014); breadth, depth and less sensitive/highly sensitive (Li et al. 2015); 
and amount, honesty, intent and positivity (Park et al. 2011). In some cases, self-disclosure was captured 
by a number of disclosed items (Stutzman et al. 2011), or indices were calculated as a number of disclosed 
items divided by a number of available items (Schrammel et al. 2009 a; b).  
Self-Disclosure Antecedents 
Our systematic literature review reveals an array of antecedents that underlie individual disclosure 
behavior on SNSs, as tested and shown by prior research. Considering the cost-benefit perspective as the 
mainstream approach to explain user decision-making, we categorize dominant factors into four groups: 
self-disclosure benefits, self-disclosure costs, cost-mitigating factors, and personality factors.  
Benefits of Self-Disclosure 
Sharing personal information on SNSs is associated with a number of different benefits, as presented in 
Table 2. In line with the original purpose of online social communities, past studies deliver ample 
evidence that users share information on SNSs to gain relational benefits, including building new 
relationships (Cheung et al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010; Park et al. 2011), maintaining existing ties 
(Bazarova and Choi 2014; Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015; Ng 2014; Park et al. 2011), and acquiring 
social capital (Aharony 2016; Tzortzaki et al. 2016); and are also motivated by the reciprocity within the 
community (Chen and Sharma 2013) and their need for affiliation (Chen et al. 2015, 2016). Interestingly, 
however, Chang and Chen (2014) found the impact of relationship management construct to be non-
significant. Examining self-disclosure in a more granular way, Hollenbaugh and Ferris (2014) found that 
relationship maintenance predicts the amount and breadth, but not the depth of self-disclosure. At the 
same time, feeling as part of virtual community influences only the depth dimension of self-disclosure.  
A number of studies provide evidence that sharing personal information is driven by pleasant feelings like 
enjoyment (Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015; Cheung et al. 2015; Kim et al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010, 
2012; Ng 2014) and entertainment (Bazarova and Choi 2014). Nonetheless, the study of McKnight et al. 
(2011) and Chang and Chen (2014) found this motive to be insignificant. Further, having a large number 
of friends and acquaintances in their network, users are motivated by self-presentation (Ng 2014), 
popularity (Chen et al. 2015; Christofides et al. 2009) and attention-seeking motives (Chennamaneni and 
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Taneja 2015). The relevance of the self-presentation motive in predicting self-disclosure, however, is not 
confirmed by Krasnova et al. (2010). Interestingly, exhibitionism contributed to the amount, but not to 
the depth and the breadth of self-disclosure in the study of Hollenbaugh and Ferris (2014).  
Study REL EN SE SP USE GB 
Other 
benefits 
Plat M 
Aharony (2016) +       F S 
Ahmed (2015)        SNS S 
Bazarova and Choi (2014) + + +     SNS E 
Chang and Chen (2014) o o      F S 
Chang and Heo (2014)      +  F S 
Chen and Sharma (2013) +       F S 
Chen et al. (2016) o       F  S 
Chen et al. (2015) +   +    F S 
Chennamaneni and Taneja (2015) + +  +   ✓ SNS S 
Cheon et al. (2015)       ✓ F S 
Cheung et al. (2015) + +  +    F S 
Christofides et al. (2009)    +    SNS S 
Hollenbaugh and Ferris (2014) +/o   +/o   ✓ F S 
Hooi and Cho (2013)       ✓ SNS S 
Kim et al. (2015) + +      F S 
Ko and Chen (2009)       ✓ B S 
Krasnova et al. (2010) + +  o +  ✓ F S 
Krasnova et al. (2012)  +      B S 
Kwak et al. (2014)      +  F S 
Loiacono (2014)      +  R S 
McKnight et al. (2011)  o   o  ✓ SNS S 
Ng (2014) + +  +   ✓ F S 
Park et al. (2011) +/o       SNS S 
Salleh et al. (2013)      +  F S 
Shibchurn and Yan (2015)     +  ✓ SNS S 
Tzortzaki and Sideri (2016) +       F C 
Note: REL – Relational benefits (including relationship maintenance, relationship building, social capital, 
affiliation, reciprocity); EN – Entertainment / Enjoyment; SE - Self-expression; SP -Self-Presentation (including 
attention-seeking, need for popularity); USE – Usefulness / Convenience; GB – General Benefits; Plat - Platform; F 
– Facebook; R – Renren; B – Blog; M – Method; S – Survey; C – Case Study; “+”-positive significant relation; “-“-
negative significant relation; ”o”-not significant relation; “+(-)/o” – significant/insignificant depending on the 
dimension of self-disclosure or construct operationalization; “✓” – other factors were also tested in the empirical 
model. 
Table 2. Benefits of Self-Disclosure 
Other drivers to disclose on an SNS include self-expression as it allows for emotional relief (Bazarova and 
Choi 2014), perceived usefulness (Shibchurn and Yan 2015), convenience (Krasnova et al. 2010) and 
passing time (Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015). 
Costs of Self-Disclosure  
Costs of self-disclosure can be described as perceived impediments negatively influencing users’ decision 
to share information on SNSs (Table 3). Following our analysis, privacy concerns (column 2, Table 3) 
fueled by user perceptions regarding improper data practices by an SNS provider or fears regarding 
unauthorized access to personal information are reported in a number of studies as the main impediment 
of individual disclosure decisions (Chang and Chen 2014; Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015; Hajli and Lin 
2016; Krasnova et al. 2010, 2012; Lo and Riemenschneider 2010; McKnight et al. 2011; Ng 2014; 
Stutzman et al. 2011; Zlatolas et al. 2015). There are, however, a few studies that found privacy concerns 
to be statistically insignificant in predicting user disclosure decisions (Cheung et al. 2015; Salleh et al. 
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2013; Tufekci 2007; Tzortzaki et al. 2016). Additionally, a number of studies found supporting evidence 
that SNS users refrain from self-disclosure as a result of perceived general risks (Loiacono 2014; Salleh et 
al. 2013; Shibchurn and Van 2014). In contrast to privacy concerns, perceived general risks are defined 
broader and operationalized, e.g. as: “Overall, my perception of risk from using this SNS is low” (Loiacono 
2015). 
Study 
Costs Cost-mitigating factors 
Plat M 
PC PR AC 
Other 
costs 
TR CONT 
Other
CMF 
Aharony (2016)    ✓    F S 
Bateman et al. (2011)       ✓ F S 
Bevan-Dye and Akpojivi (2015)     +   SNS S 
Chang and Chen (2014) −    o  ✓ F S 
Chang and Heo (2014)  o   +   F S 
Chen and Sharma (2013)     +   F S 
Chen et al. (2016)     o   F  S 
Chennamaneni and Taneja (2015) −     +  SNS S 
Cheung et al. (2015) o       F S 
Christofides et al. (2009)     o   SNS S 
Gupta and Dhami (2015)     + + ✓ F S 
Hajli and Lin (2016) −     +  F S 
Hooi and Cho (2013)    ✓    SNS S 
Kim et al. (2015)        ✓ F S 
Kim et al. (2016)      +  SNS C 
Krasnova et al. (2010) −       F S 
Krasnova et al. (2012) −    +   B S 
Lo and Riemenschneider (2010) −    +  ✓ F S 
Loiacono (2014)  −      R S 
McKnight et al. (2011) −   ✓ −   SNS S 
Mital et al. (2010)     +   SNS S 
Ng (2014) −       F S 
Salleh et al. (2013) o −   +   F S 
Schrammel et al. (2009a)     +  ✓ F S 
Schrammel et al. (2009b)     +   SNS S 
Shibchurn and Yan (2015)  −      SNS S 
Stern and Salb (2015)      +  SNS S 
Stutzman et al. (2011) −     +/o  SNS S 
Tufekci (2007) o  o     SNS S 
Tzortzaki and Sideri (2016) o       F C 
Xie and Kang (2015)    ✓    F S 
Zhao et al. (2012)      +  SNS S 
Zlatolas et al. (2015) −      ✓ R S 
Note: PC – Privacy concerns; PR – Perceived (general) risk; TR –  Trust in the platform or community; CONT – 
Control over access/privacy setting; AC – General audience concerns; Other CMF – other cost-mitigating factors. 
Table 3. Costs of Self-Disclosure and Cost-Mitigating Factors 
Tightly linked to user privacy concerns, Tufekci (2007) separately points out audience concerns as a 
possible impediment to self-disclosure: However, empirical analysis does not reveal significant influence 
of this factor. Moreover, although not included in our literature sample, qualitative analysis of interviews 
in the study of French and Read (2013) shows that the overwhelming majority of users apply blocking 
functions to prevent unwanted people from observing their content. One possible reason for this is that 
users might feel better when they know certain people or social circles are unable to see their posts 
(French and Read 2013). Beyond privacy concerns, and perceived general risks, other factors, including 
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information sensitivity (McKnight et al. 2011), insecurity (Aharony 2016), and identifiability (Hooi and 
Cho 2013) were recognized as additional inhibitors of self-disclosure  (column 5, Table 3). 
Cost-Mitigating Factors 
Inconsistency in empirical results regarding the role of privacy concerns in user self-disclosure decisions 
can be partly explained by the presence of contextual cost-mitigating factors (Table 3). Among others, 
control emerges as an important facilitating condition (Hajli and Lin 2016; Zhao et al. 2012): For 
example, Stern and Salb (2015) show that privacy settings can be used to mitigate privacy-related costs of 
self-disclosure. In addition, other control-related factor, such as customization is shown to decrease user 
perceptions of risks (Stutzman et al. 2011). However, personalization and reading Facebook privacy 
policies was shown to be insignificant (Stutzman et al. 2011). Trust emerges as another most common 
cost-mitigating factor. Tested as trust in online community (Chang and Heo 2014; Lo and 
Riemenschneider 2010; Schrammel et al. 2009a,b; Zhao et al. 2012), trust in members (Bevan-Dye and 
Akpojivi 2015; Krasnova et al. 2012), trust in provider (Krasnova et al. 2012) and general trust (Gupta and 
Dhami 2015; Mital et al. 2010; Salleh et al. 2013), trust was found to contribute to self-diclosure. 
Exceptions include studies by Christofides et al. (2009) and Chang and Chen (2014), in which trust was 
not found to be significant in facilitating self-disclosure decisions. Further, factors, such as perceived 
publicness (Bateman et al. 2010), perceived privacy (Gupta and Dhami 2015),  perceived privacy control 
(Chang and Chen 2014), perceived security (Gupta and Dhami 2015; Kim and Lee 2015), privacy value 
(Zlatolas et al. 2015) were categorized as “other cost-mitigating factors” that also play a role in self-
disclosure decisions of users on SNSs.  
Personality Factors 
Included in 17 studies in our sample, personality factors may also have an impact on self-disclosure 
behavior.  
Study SE Agr Con Ext Neu Op Narc 
Other 
PF 
Plat M 
Aharony (2016)    +  o   F S 
Błachnio et al. (2016)               ✓ F S 
Chen et al. (2015) + - - o + -     F S 
Christofides et al. (2009) o        SNS S 
Hollenbaugh and Ferris (2014) o/- o o o/+ o/- o/+  ✓ F S 
Hooi and Cho (2013) o               SNS S 
Kim et al. (2015)                ✓ F S 
Kim et al. (2016)             +   SNS C 
Ko and Chen (2009) +       ✓   S 
Li et al. (2015)         F DM 
Loiacono (2014)   - o + - o     R S 
Pentina and Zhang (2016)  o/+ o/- o/+ o o  ✓ F S 
Schrammel et al. (2009a)   o   o o o     SNS S 
Wang and Stefanone (2013)    +   o  SNS S 
Xie and Kang (2015)         F S 
Yu and Wu (2010)    -    ✓ F S 
Zhang and Ling (2015)  +  +   + ✓ SNS S 
Note: SE – Self-Esteem; Agr – Agreeableness; Con – Consciousness, Ext – Extroversion; Neu – 
Neuroticism/Instability; Open – Openness; Narc – Narcissism; Other PF – other personality factors; DM – Data 
Mining. 
Table 4. Personality Factors and their Relation to Self-Disclosure 
Often measured with the help of Big Five Inventory (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
neuroticism, and openness), empirical testing of personality traits delivers mixed evidence (Table 4). For 
example, studies by Aharony (2016), Loiacono (2014), Wang and Stefanone (2013), and  Zhang and Ling 
(2015) found that extraversion encourages information sharing on SNSs. This proposition, however, is 
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only partially supported in studies by Pentina and Zhang (2016) and Hollenbaugh and Ferris 
(2014).Furthermore, studies by  Chen et al. (2015) and Schrammel et al. (2009a) found no evidence of 
this link; and study by Yu and Wu (2010) found an association in a negative direction.  
Tested by Kim et al. (2016) and  Zhang and Ling (2015), narcissism is shown to boost disclosure 
intentions.  Further, self-esteem is positively linked to self-disclosure in studies by Chen et al. (2015) and 
Ko and Chen (2009), but is reported as insignificant by Christofides et al. (2009), Hollenbaugh and Ferris 
(2015) and Hooi and Cho (2013). Finally, a few studies test such psychological states as loneliness 
(Błachnio et al. 2016; Zhang and Ling 2015), emotional stability (Pentina and Zhang 2016), and subjective 
well-being (Ko and Chen 2009) as antecedents of self-disclosure. These factors are pooled in the category 
“other PF” (column 9, Table 4). Taken together, our review suggests that research evidence on the role of 
personality traits in individual self-disclosure is still inconclusive. 
Discussion 
The goal of this systematic literature review was to examine existing state of research concerning the 
factors behind individual self-disclosure on SNSs. Fifty papers were analyzed to gain insight into 
motivations and inhibitors of information sharing among SNS users. Our review reveals that social 
exchange theory and its extension in the form of ‘privacy calculus’ model have been the most frequently 
used theoretical lens to explain user decisions to share personal information on SNSs.  This theoretical 
perspective views self-disclosure as a cognitive process, in which users weigh costs and benefits of their 
disclosure, and act accordingly (Cheung et al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010, 2012; McKnight et al. 2011; Ng 
2014; Stern and Salb 2015). All in all, more than 15 different theoretical approaches have been employed 
in the studies in our sample. Surprisingly, in 21 (42%) studies no theoretical foundation was used. In 
many cases, such studies focus on a specific set of factors researchers found interesting (e.g. 
pscychological traits, tie strength, etc.). 
To provide a better overview of factors influencing self-disclosure on SNSs, four groups of factors were 
derived: namely, (perceived) benefits and costs of self-disclosure, cost-mitigating factors and personality 
factors. In terms of benefits, we found that users are mainly driven by relational benefits such as starting 
new relationships or maintaining existing ones, need of affiliation and reciprocity (e.g. Krasnova et al. 
2010; Park et al. 2011; Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015). Enjoyment (e.g. Ng 2014; Cheung et al. 2015; 
Kim et al. 2015) and self-presentation (e.g. Christofides et al. 2009; Chennamaneni and Taneja 2015; 
Chen et al. 2015;) also emerge as important motives of self-disclosure. Costs of self-disclosure are typically 
subsumed under the notion of privacy concerns, which are often linked to SNS provider, audience or third 
parties (e.g. Krasnova et al. 2010; 2012; Hajli and Lin 2016; McKnight et al. 2011; Zlatolas et al. 2015). At 
the same time, past research finds that trust (Chang and Heo 2014; Lo and Riemenschneider 2010; Zhao 
et al. 2012) and control in the form of privacy settings (e.g. Stutzman et al. 2011) may lessen privacy 
concerns – a group of factors we refer to as “cost-mitigating” (Cheung et al. 2015). Tested in a number of 
studies, the influence of personality traits on user self-disclosure remains ambiguous (e.g. Chen et al. 
2015; Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014; Pentina and Zhang 2016). 
Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research Suggestions 
Disclosure of personal information is an integral part of any social networking community. As a result, 
multiple studies focus on exploring the reasons underlying individual self-disclosure decisions on SNSs. 
However, empirical results remain scattered. This paper addresses this gap by conducting a systematic 
literature review and providing a comprehensive summary of existing findings into the factors behind 
individual self-disclosure decisions on SNSs.  
This study makes a number of contributions to research and practice. Summarizing extant research, this 
study provides a structured review of current literature on self-disclosure on SNSs with a special focus on 
its antecedents. Among others, we reveal an array of conflictual findings that exist in the literature, which 
calls for more exploration into the reasons of these diverging insights. Overall, our study could serve as a 
starting point for future research in this area. For SNS providers, this research points out the drivers and 
inhibitors of self-disclosure, as well as identifies factors that mitigate concerns of SNS users. Building on 
our insights, SNS providers could better understand the dynamics of information sharing on their 
platforms, and ethically use this knowledge to motivate users to further contribute to the network. This is 
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important since user-generated content is the backbone of any online community and many business 
models online. Among others, SNS providers could focus on offering personalization and customization 
features to enable users with better control over their audience size and access to personal information, 
which is likely to mitigate user privacy concerns and enhance trust, thereby facilitating user engagement 
on the platform. 
Current study has several limitations. First, studies in our sample are a result of a keyword search, 
followed by subsequent exclusion. Second, the overwhelming majority of studies in our sample investigate 
benefits from a “rational” perspective, assuming that users cognitively weigh their options and act 
accordingly. Recognizing these limitations, future research may provide a more comprehensive review of 
extant body of research by completing the backwards and forward search procedures that may increase 
the sample and reveal additional insights. Moreover, we encourage future research to conduct a meta-
analysis to summarize existing results with the help of statistical methods. Finally, since a growing body of 
literature hints at the presence of cognitive distortions in human decision-making (Acquisti et al. 2015), it 
may be interesting to develop a holistic approach to account for both rational and “non-rational” thinking 
when exploring disclosure behavior on SNSs.  
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